Gathering time-series data of behaviors and psychological variables is important to understand, guide, and evaluate behavior-change campaigns and other change processes. However, repeated measurement can affect the phenomena investigated, particularly frequent face-to-face interviews, which are often the only option in developing countries. This article presents three intervention control studies to investigate this issue. Daily diaries in Cuba did not affect behavior or attitudes for persons with
Behavior-change campaigns are usually evaluated by comparing data gathered after interventions with data gathered from a group without intervention (e.g., Bamberg 2002; Cialdini, Reno, and Kallgren 1990) or with data gathered before the campaign (e.g., Bamberg and Schmidt 2001; Schultz et al. 2007 ). Such panel surveys provide valuable data for evaluating campaigns; however, relying only on data that are gathered every few months has a number of shortcomings: (a) Retrospective reports of behaviors, beliefs, feelings, and events might be biased by the memory processes involved to produce them; (b) In most cases, the processes initiated by campaigns develop over weeks, months, or even years, and the short-term effects can be very different from the long-term effects. Thus, the interpretation of the data from an arbitrarily set panel in relation to the ongoing process remains unclear; (c) A before-after perspective does not allow the investigation and thus understanding of dynamic (i.e., time-dependent) aspects of change processes. For example, two campaigns with similar effects might differ in that one reached this effect much faster; a campaign might have a smaller but more sustainable effect than an alternative campaign or a set of powerful interventions might fail just due to inadequate timing. To remedy these shortcomings, panel surveys should be combined with gathering data in short intervals, that is, the gathering of time-series data. Such data can then also be used to guide campaigns (e.g., to determine optimal moments for interventions or a panel wave) and to help better understand the determinants and ''mechanics'' of change processes.
The gathering of time-series data is a common practice in the social sciences (for an overview see Hoppe et al. 2000) . Ideally, behavior is registered continuously in an unobtrusive way (e.g., telemetric television audience panels; Schmitz et al. 1996) . However, to understand the situational effects and psychological processes determining the behavior, it is inevitable to ask the investigated persons questions. A number of approaches have been successfully implemented. Self-administered diaries are the least intrusive method for gathering data in short intervals and work best for obtaining data on less frequently occurring behaviors, events, or beliefs and feelings that do not change too quickly (Hoppe et al. 2000) . In the experience sampling method (ESM) participants are prompted by a pager at random times to provide data (Kubey, Larson, and Csikszentmihalyi 1996) . This method is more intrusive than the diary method but leads to better results for frequent behaviors or events and rapidly changing thoughts or feelings. In addition, telephone interviews are used for frequent data gathering. Such interviews are quite obtrusive but have the advantage of reducing missing data and eventually improving data quality (Morrison, Leigh, and Gillmore 1999) .
Gathering time-series data for evaluating campaigns in developing countries comprises additional challenges. In many regions, electronic equipment such as telephones or pagers are not available or cannot be used due to the lack of reception or electricity, danger of theft, or a lack of education to use such devices. Often, the high rate of illiteracy impedes any form of self-administered data gathering. In the worst case, data must be gathered by face-to-face interviews. This is a very obtrusive form of data gathering, which cannot be applied too frequently. Thus, the form of data gathering investigated in this article is not directly comparable to the methods mentioned above, where data are gathered daily or even more often with rather unobtrusive methods. Yet, there are important differences to traditional panel surveys. We will call this form of gathering time-series data monitoring surveys.
Monitoring surveys are panels of a few simple items that are applied frequently enough to capture the dynamics of change processes. The items have a short-term retrospective reference (e.g., ''How often have you done x today?''). Thus, the reference is much less far in the past than in traditional panel surveys but neither addresses the current moment as in ESM (e.g., ''Are you doing x right now?''). The questionnaires are shorter and simpler than those in most panel surveys but more extensive than those in ESM. There are many more measurement points than in traditional panel surveys (at least more than five, mostly several dozens), but the intervals of data gathering are larger than in ESM (daily to fortnightly). The methods of data gathering are the same used in panel surveys but additional measures might be applied to reduce memory biases. Thus, a monitoring survey might imply face-to-face interviews every few days. Consequently, reactivity effects become an issue here.
To investigate the effects of monitoring surveys on the data, we compared changes in behavior and attitudes of persons to which a monitoring survey was applied to those of persons without monitoring. This article presents three studies that quantify the reactivity of gathering time-series data during behavior-change campaigns in developing countries. In the first study, data were gathered using self-administered diaries, whereas in the other two studies face-to-face interviews were applied at different intervals. In all three studies, the main barrier for performing the behavior was forgetting; thus, the interventions were based on memory aids and selfcommitments. Since a reminder to perform the behavior is expected to be the strongest reactivity effect of monitoring surveys, these studies should give a rather conservative estimate of the reactivity of monitoring surveys. Since the focus of this article is on the reactivity of monitoring surveys, the time series gathered and their analysis is not presented here but published elsewhere (see Tobias 2009 ). Each study is presented in a section with its own methods and results part. In the concluding discussion of the article, the experiences from the three studies are compiled to give practical advice on how to perform a monitoring survey during a campaign in developing countries.
Study 1: Promoting Recycling Behavior in Santiago de Cuba

Campaign and Method
The data of the first study were gathered at the beginning of 2005, in a campaign designed to reduce deposited solid waste in Santiago de Cuba (Binder and Mosler 2007; Mosler et al. 2006) . On the basis of expert interviews and a representative survey that was conducted about a year before the beginning of the campaign Tobias, Bruegger, and Mosler 2009) , the promotion of waste separation for recycling was identified as a possible way to reduce deposited waste. Although the attitudes toward waste separation had been positive, the performance was low because the participants forgot to separate their waste at the moment of disposal. A simple intervention based on reminders was consequently implemented. Every household in the sample received a sheet of paper with the Spanish text: ''Please classify and separate! Glass-Aluminum-Paper-Cardboard-Plastic.'' Without further persuasion, the paper was handed out with the request for the participants to hang it up in the house at the location where most of the waste was collected.
The data were gathered during the pilot phase of the campaign, when the reminders were tested before being applied on a large scale. The sampling procedure is presented in Figure 1 . Based on the aforementioned representative survey Tobias et al. 2009 ), two districts (repartos) were selected that were best suited for testing the intervention 1 and one as a control area. Within each district, a study location was randomly selected. The five neighboring CDRs (Comité para la Defensa de la Revolución, the smallest political unit of the organization of Santiago de Cuba) around this location formed the population from which the sample was drawn. The random route method was used for sampling (e.g., Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik 2003) . The sample consisted of 176 households that received a reminder (intervention group) and 88 households without intervention (control group). Not all interviewers reported the refusal rate. Extrapolating from the refusal rate documented by some interviewers, it was estimated to be about 10%. The interviews were performed with the person that is mostly responsible for waste disposal in each household. From the intervention group, data were gathered with a three-point panel: on the first day of the intervention (the interviewers distributed the reminders), after about a month later, and 1 month thereafter. From the control group, data were gathered only at the start of the intervention in the intervention group and 2 months later. For the panel survey, data were gathered through face-to-face interviews by local students, who had received an extensive training. Besides the panel survey, 64 households in the intervention group and 32 households in the control group were randomly assigned to be monitored daily during the first month of the campaign. Data were gathered using short questionnaires that the subjects filled out by themselves and which the interviewers collected approximately once a week. The questionnaires comprised 8 closed and 2 open items asking about the behavior (percentage of solid waste separated for recycling), attitudes, norms, and communication.
The questionnaires in the panel surveys comprised many more items. However, in this article, only three constructs will be discussed: self-reported behavior, affective attitude, and instrumental attitude. Behavior was measured by self-report, because in the survey prior to the intervention, measurement of observed behavior (i.e., analyzing the composition of solid waste not separated for recycling) was more problematic regarding reliability, validity, and practicability of the measurement. Constant biases due to social desirability are controlled for by the panel design, since changes over time subtract these. Behavior was measured with 10 items asking the percentage (0%, 25%, 50%, 75%, and 100%) of separated waste in the categories glass, aluminum, paper, cardboard, and plastic for the two institutions that recycle waste in Santiago de Cuba. The percentages separated within a category were added and the mean of these five sums forms the behavior measure of this study. Thus, the behavior scale ranged from 0 to 1. The affective attitude was measured using 2 items. One asked how much the persons feel like separating solid waste for recycling, and the other asked how pleasing or displeasing separating solid waste for recycling is. The first item had four categories (from 0 to 1) and the second had five (from -1 to 1). The values were added and divided by two. Thus, this scale had values from -1 to 1. In addition, the instrumental attitude was measured with 2 items. One asked, ''How much do you think is it worth it for you to separate solid waste for recycling?'' and the other asked, ''How much do you think is it worth it for the community and the environment to separate solid waste for recycling?'' Both items had seven categories ranging from -1 to 1 and the mean was used in the analyses. The scale ranged from -1 to 1. The effects of the monitoring and the intervention on these three constructs were tested with the General Linear Model. Since all scales had the same range (the unipolar behavior scale from 0 to 1 and the bipolar attitude scales from -1 to 1), the effect sizes can be interpreted equally. Differences in the mean values smaller than 0.2 are interpreted as weak effects, between 0.2 and 0.4 as medium, between 0.4 and 0.6 as strong, and larger than 0.6 as very strong.
Results
The numbers of cases that entered the analyses are compiled in Table 1 . The drop-out rate in the control group was considerably higher than in the intervention group. This dropout is, however, not caused by the refusal of the participants but by logistic problems in the second half of the campaign that led to many interviewers not visiting the participants. In Table 1 , descriptive statistics are presented for the behavior and the two attitude components, divided into the three panel waves and the four investigated groups: with intervention versus without and with monitoring versus without. The means are further plotted in Figure 2 . In Figure 2 , a medium effect of the intervention on behavior and instrumental attitude can be observed, while monitoring does not seem to have an effect in the intervention group. However, a medium negative effect of the monitoring surveys on the attitudes can be observed for the control group. This could indicate participation fatigue and resentments of persons who did not understand why the data were gathered. This tendency is confirmed by analyses of variance presented in Table 2 .
Overall, the results presented in Table 2 show a medium effect of the intervention on the behavior, a weak effect on the instrumental attitude, and no effect on the affective attitude. Monitoring did not have any effect at all. However, the following exceptions contradict this tendency: (a) in the intervention group, affective attitude is significantly higher for the monitored cases without affecting changes over time; (b) In the control group, the medium effect of monitoring on the affective attitude and on the instrumental attitude is apparent; (c) The effect of the intervention on behavior is stronger in the panel than in the monitoring group, while on the psychological constructs, it is stronger in the monitoring than in the panel group. The former might be explained by monitoring surveys' slight support of the effects of prompts, the latter is explained by the participation fatigue.
In this study, the reactivity of the monitoring-at least for the intervention group-is negligible and forms no problem. In the control group, negative effects of the monitoring on attitudes were observed (not, however, on behavior). The cause for this effect might be fatigue of the participants that had to fill out the questionnaires without apparent reason, since they did not know about the interventions in other parts of the city. Thus, the traditional control group design may not be suitable when using monitoring surveys.
Study 2: Promoting Solar Water Disinfection (SODIS) in Cochabamba, Bolivia Campaign and Method
In the second study, data were gathered during a campaign that was conducted in the city of Cochabamba, Bolivia, in fall 2005. The campaign promoted the use of SODIS to supply people with clean drinking water. SODIS is applied by filling water into transparent plastic bottles and laying them out in the sun for 6 hr (or 2 consecutive days if cloudiness exceeds 50%). This procedure inactivates pathogens that are responsible for waterborne diseases, such as diarrhea, dysentery, or cholera (Berney et al. 2006 ; Note. The first column indicates the measurement points considered, the second represents the groups. I represents cases with intervention and C (control group) represents cases without intervention. In both groups, cases with monitoring are contrasted with cases without monitoring. M stands for cases with monitoring and P (only panel) for cases without monitoring. In these two groups, cases with intervention are contrasted with cases without intervention. Effect indicates what effects are tested with the GLM: effects between groups (G), over time (T), or interaction effects of group with time (T Â G). The fourth column states what is tested in terms of this article: the effect of the monitoring (M), the intervention (I), or the interaction of monitoring and intervention (M Â I). Since the control group did not receive an intervention, the I is in parentheses. Results indicating significant effects are marked with an asterisk (*). Joyce et al. 1996; Wegelin et al. 1994) . For the households, SODIS is an economic way of disinfecting drinking water, while on a global level it reduces the burning of wood and gas used for disinfecting water by conventional boiling. In spite of its advantages, the dissemination of SODIS has not been as successful as expected. As research on the determinants of the use of SODIS in Bolivia indicates, weak habits and low attitudes seem to be major influences on the use of SODIS (Heri and Mosler 2008; Moser and Mosler 2008) . However, attitudes were positive in the target population of the presented campaign. Therefore, prompts were implemented to prevent forgetting to execute the behavior and thereby facilitate the development of stronger habits for the use of SODIS. The prompts were designed to serve literate as well as illiterate persons. Posters (40 cm Â 70 cm) combined the text ''have you laid your bottles in the sun today?'' with a picture of a girl drinking a glass of water and the five steps of how to apply SODIS (in words and pictograms). Interviewers distributed the prompts, and the time of the beginning of the intervention varied considerably between subjects. Furthermore, it should be noted that the control group was not geographically isolated from respondents with intervention. Therefore, the effects of the intervention might have spilled over to the control group. Still, a possible behavioral effect of the intervention should be much weaker in the control group than for participants with prompts. The sample of this study consisted of 423 households that were recruited in 3 adjoining areas of peri-urban Cochabamaba. The sampling procedure is presented in Figure 3 . As in Study 1, a random route approach (e.g., Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik 2003) was used for sampling. Since almost half of the households of the three areas were recruited, no effects of spatial clustering are expected. The refusal rate was 35.2%. However, from households that refused to participate in the survey, data were gathered with an extremely short questionnaire resulting in complete data for the investigation presented. Data were gathered in three panel waves in intervals of a month. Local students performed the interviews with the person responsible for the drinking water of each household. In addition to the panel survey, 170 randomly selected households were monitored twice a week. However, unlike in Study 1, the monitoring data of the current study were gathered in face-to-face interviews (in contrast to self-administered diaries), due to high rates of illiteracy. The interviews comprised 10 closed and 3 open items to ask about behavior, attitudes, norms, communication, and events. The interventions targeted all households in the sample. However, only 192 cases actually received a prompt, while 203 households remained without one.
As in Study 1, the panel surveys comprised many more items, but only behavior and the two attitude components are discussed here. Behavior was measured by self-report. Participants were asked whether they had applied SODIS during the past month (yes ¼ 1 or no ¼ 0). The item for the affective attitude asked if and how much the participant felt like using SODIS (four response options ranging from 0 to 1). The instrumental attitude was measured by asking how much respondents felt it was worth purifying the water with SODIS (seven response options ranging from -1 to 1).
The effects of the monitoring and the intervention on these three constructs were investigated with the data of Panels 2 and 3 only, since sample sizes for the attitudes were minimal in Panel 1. Taking into account that the assumptions for a two-factorial univariate analysis of variance with repeated measures were not met, Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test (for within-group effects) and Mann-Whitney U Tests (for between-group comparisons) were calculated for the attitude variables. Chi-square tests were applied for the dichotomous behavior measure. The effect sizes are defined as in Study 1.
Results
The panel survey resulted in 395 valid cases (93.4% of paneled sample) of which 142 (83.5% of the monitored sample) additionally provided a sufficiently complete (less than three sequent missing values) monitoring time series. About 127 households of the monitored and 65 of the paneled respondents implemented prompts, whereas 15 participants of the monitored and 188 paneled households remained without intervention. In Table 3 , descriptive statistics are presented for the three variables-behavior, affective, and instrumental attitude-divided into the three panel waves and the four investigated groups: with versus without intervention and with versus without monitoring. The means are further plotted in Figure 4 . Note. For the dichotomous behavior, the number (Count) and percentage (%) of people who did SODIS is listed.
As in Study 1, a strong intervention effect on behavior was observable in Figure 4 , which was even more pronounced in the monitored group. In fact, almost the same percentage of monitored cases without intervention performed the behavior at the final panel survey, as monitored cases in the intervention condition. Effects on the attitudes were less clear. Affective attitude increased for all groups, except for cases with intervention and without monitoring, who first displayed a decrease in affective attitude, followed by a steep increase. The effects were weak, with exception of the cases with no intervention and no monitoring, for which a medium effect was found. Instrumental attitude increased for monitored participants, whereas for cases with neither monitoring nor intervention, instrumental attitude first increased and then declined. Again, effects were weak. Finally, in the intervention group without monitoring, instrumental attitude remained approximately the same over time.
In contrast to Study 1, statistical analyses (Table 4) revealed strong effects of monitoring on behavior. In the monitored group, a much higher percentage of respondents performed the behavior than in the unmonitored group. The effect was so strong that intervention effects were not detectable for monitored subjects. However, monitoring only had a minor impact on attitudes. Regarding the intervention, prompts significantly increased the number of behavior performers. However, an increase in behavior performers over time was also observed in the control group, although to a much lesser extent than in the intervention group (see Figure 4 ). This might be explained by participants in the control group being located in the same area as those in the intervention group. Although these households had not received prompts, the increasing number of neighbors performing the behavior may have created a descriptive norm to use SODIS and possibly served as a social memory aid (Schaefer and Laing 2000) , which prevented subjects forgetting the behavior. The intervention had a significant impact on the affective attitude of the monitored group in the third panel and on the instrumental attitude in the second and the third panel wave. The intervention also affected instrumental attitudes in the paneled sample. In this study, the monitoring survey led to a rather strong reactivity: the behavior performance was much higher for the monitored than the unmonitored group. However, only few effects of the monitoring survey on the attitude variables were observed.
Study 3: Promoting Solar Water Disinfection (SODIS) in Chuquisaca, Bolivia Campaign and Method
As in the second study, the campaign during which data were gathered in the third study promoted the use of SODIS. The campaign was conducted in the rural department of Chuquisaca in Bolivia and lasted from May 2007 to March 2008. Again, the intervention comprised the distribution of memory aids, which in this case were cuboids made of cardboard of about 15 cm Â 15 cm Â 30 cm in size with pictures and information on SODIS on each side. These memory aids were distributed by promoters who also explained how to do SODIS. Furthermore, radio advertisements promoted the use of SODIS during the entire campaign. These ads could also be received by the persons in the control group. Nevertheless, the memory aids should have had an additional effect on these radio ads.
The sampling procedure is presented in Figure 5 . Within the intervention area (two regions in the district of Zudáñez), nine villages 2 were selected that were suitable for the investigation. Due to the small size of the villages, no actual sampling took place. All households for which the person responsible for the provision of drinking water could be reached entered the sample (refusal rate ¼ 36.0%). Of the 262 households, 45 were randomly assigned to receive a monitoring survey besides the panel survey. According to the campaign plan, all households in the sample should have received an intervention during two time periods. However, only 64 participants received an intervention in both periods (intervention group), whereas 89 cases did not receive any intervention (control group). The households that received an intervention in only one of the two periods were not used in this investigation. About 25 households participated in the monitoring survey, 19 with intervention and 6 without. All cases where surveyed in 3 panels every 4 months. As in Study 2, the data for the monitoring surveys were gathered by face-to-face interviews. However, the interviewers visited the households only once a week, instead of biweekly. Furthermore, the questionnaire for the monitoring survey was much longer than the one used in the previous studies. It comprised approximately 60 closed and 8 open items. Behavior was assessed on a daily basis between the interviews. Many items referred to communication events that could have happened in varying frequencies. Therefore, the actual number of items varied. As in Studies 1 and 2, behaviors, attitudes, norms, and events were assessed. In the panel surveys, the behavior and psychological constructs under investigation were assessed with multi-item scales that comprised items asking about doing SODIS and drinking untreated water. Behavior was assessed with 2 items asking about the quantity of SODIS-treated and untreated water consumed, respectively (each on a 5-point scale). The scale for affective attitude comprised 6 items asking about how much they like SODIS-treated and untreated water, how it tastes, and how good or bad they think it is (each on a 9-point scale). The instrumental attitude was assessed with 4 items asking about the health effects of drinking untreated or SODIS-treated water (each on a 9-point scale) and the cost and difficulty of doing SODIS (each on a 5-point scale). On all these scales, a value of -1 represents 100% consumption of untreated water or an attitude completely in favor of untreated water and rejecting SODIS. A value of 0 represents equally strong behaviors or attitudes for SODIS and drinking untreated water, whereas a value of þ1 means 100% SODIS use or a completely favorable attitude toward SODIS and against drinking untreated water.
As in Study 1, the reactivity of the monitoring survey and the intervention effects were quantified with the General Linear Model. Since the number of cases with monitoring without intervention was too small, only cases with intervention were investigated regarding the reactivity of the monitoring survey. Only cases without monitoring were considered to quantify the intervention effect. The effect sizes are defined as in Studies 1 and 2.
Results
The numbers of cases that entered the analyses are compiled in Table 5 . Dropouts were mostly caused by logistic problems. Missing values in the attitude variables, particularly in Panel 1, are due to the fact that persons who did not know SODIS were not asked about any attitudes toward this water treatment. Table 5 compiles the descriptive statistics for the three variables investigated divided into the panel waves and groups as in the previous studies. The means are plotted in Figure 6 . Figure 6 shows surprisingly strong changes over time for the behavior as well as for the attitudes in the control group. Since SODIS did not spread before the campaign, these effects must be due to the radio ads and also spillover effects from the intervention group. Over time, the behavior and both attitude components show strong and medium changes, respectively. However, the monitoring survey seems not to have had any effect.
The observations of Figure 6 are confirmed by the analyses of variance presented in Table 6 . All changes over time with exception of the instrumental attitude in the second period turned out significant, whereas no significant effects of the monitoring survey are observed. Even though the interaction effect of monitoring and intervention for behavior in the first period was almost significant, this effect cannot be found if both periods are analyzed together. However, there was a medium interaction effect in the case of the instrumental attitude: persons with monitoring increased their assessment of the health effects of treated water, whereas persons without monitoring did not change their opinion.
In spite of the much longer interviews performed in this study compared to Study 2, the reactivity of the monitoring survey was negligible. Since the conditions in the two studies were almost the same, the reduction of the reactivity was attributed to the less frequent interviewer visits. It seems that monitoring surveys with face-to-face interviews can be performed without reactivity, if the interviewers visit the households only once a week or less often. Furthermore, this study showed that rather complex questionnaires could be applied even within a monitoring survey that lasts as long as a year. 
Discussion
For three different behavior-change campaigns in developing countries, the reactivity of gathering time-series data by monitoring surveys was investigated. Results found that reactivity can be an issue but, nevertheless, monitoring surveys can be implemented with negligible effects on the data. It is possible to gather data even with relatively long face-to-face interviews, but the following settings are problematic: (a) Face-to-face interviews that are performed more often than weekly lead to reminding effects that can increase the behavior performance. Such effects were not observed for self-administered diaries or weekly interviews; (b) In the case of self-administered diaries, negative effects on the attitude were observed for the control group. It appears that persons who do not receive any intervention do not understand the purpose of the frequent data gathering. This, in turn, seems to lead to participation fatigue and resentment. Therefore, traditional control-group designs might not be feasible for monitoring surveys; (c) Face-to-face interviews, in comparison to self-administered diaries, seem to have the inverse effect: they lead to more target behavior favoring attitudes, particularly for the persons with intervention. This effect, however, is small if the interviews are not performed more often than weekly. Based on the studies presented, it is recommended to combine self-administered and interview-based monitoring surveys with traditional panel surveys for gathering time-series data during campaigns in developing countries. Very critical data, particularly on behavior, should be gathered at least on a daily basis without interviewers visiting the households. Even in difficult settings (e.g., with high illiteracy or lack of paper and pencils), simple ways of tracking behavior performance, and maybe even a few other variables, can be implemented. Forms could be designed to be punctured or torn as a means to mark each behavior performance if pencils are scarce, or stones can be filled into jars. If possible, short questionnaires can be used to gather more data, as was done in Study 1. This data gathering should be limited to information that changes rapidly (e.g., behavior or affective attitude) or is difficult to remember (e.g., events or communications).
About every 1-3 weeks, an interviewer should visit the monitored persons. Besides recollecting the aforementioned data, face-to-face interviews allow gathering a larger amount of data on more complex issues. Furthermore, daily data can be discussed. For example, if a communication Effect indicates what effects are tested with the GLM: effects between groups (G), over time (T), or interaction effects of group with time (T Â G). The fourth column states what is tested in terms of this article: the effect of the monitoring (M), the intervention (I) or the interaction of monitoring and intervention (M Â I). Due to a lack of cases with monitoring in the control group, the monitoring effect for cases without intervention and the intervention effect for cases with monitoring could not be investigated. Results indicating significant effects are marked with an asterisk (*).
was noted by the participant, more details about the information, communicator, or effects can be asked. The face-to-face interviews should also be used to ask open questions, which usually are not well answered in self-administered diaries, and to discuss possible problems (i.e., in the case of missing answers, inconsistencies, or problems mentioned by the participant). Interviewer visits could also be used to gather observational data. Finally, every monitoring should be combined with a panel survey, which allows collecting an even larger amount of data, and assess constructs that are more difficult to measure. The sample of the panel survey should be much larger than the monitoring sample to allow more elaborated statistical analyses and to test the reactivity of the monitoring. These panel surveys should be conducted at least before and at the end of a campaign or change process. However, for longer investigation periods, a panel survey every few months should be considered. In addition, to reveal long-lasting effects, a survey some months or even years after the end of a campaign should be performed.
It can be concluded that the gathering of time-series data is possible and valuable even under the difficult conditions of campaigns in developing countries. Self-administered diaries minimize the reactivity but are often not feasible due to high levels of illiteracy or other problems. Face-to-face interviews can lead to valid data, if the intervals of visits are not too short (i.e., weekly or less often). Nevertheless, the reactivity of the data gathering should be investigated in any study. Notes 1. Regarding the investigation presented in this article, no relevant differences were found between the data of the two districts and therefore the intervention group is treated as one unit of analysis. 2. Regarding the investigation presented in this article, no relevant differences were found between the data of the nine villages. Therefore, the intervention group was treated as one unit of analysis.
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